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Abstract 
This research examines potential antecedents of destructive leadership and builds on the 
group value model (Tyler, 1989; Tyler & Lind, 1992). We predict that, among leaders, 
personal and social identity threat will lead to destructive leadership behavior via perceived 
disrespect. A between-subjects experiment was conducted in which university students ( = 
102) were presented a scenario describing an organizational setting and asked to take on the 
role of a leader. An ANOVA revealed a positive main effect of personal identity threat as well 
as a positive interaction effect of personal and social identity threat on perceived disrespect. 
Personal identity threat led to fewer displays of constructive leadership behavior as mediated 
by disrespect. The relationship between perceived disrespect and destructive leadership 
behavior was moderated and thus (a) decreased by leaders’ collective level of self-concept, 
(b) enhanced by leaders’ individual level of self-concept, and (c) enhanced by narcissistic 
tendencies. The negative effect of disrespect on leaders’ enabling of job support for 
employees was weakened by narcissism. Theoretical and practical implications as well as 
suggestions for future research are discussed.    
Keywords: destructive leadership behavior, disrespect, identity threat, level of self-concept, 
narcissism  
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Destructive leadership behavior is the systematic and repeated behavior exerted by a leader 
which infringes the legitimate interest of the organization byundermining the organization’s 
goals, tasks, resources, and effectiveness, and / or by impairing subordinates’ motivation, 
well-being, or job satisfaction (Einarsen, Aasland, & Skogstad, 2007). For instance, a 
supervisor may just want to be friendly when generously extending employees’ lunch breaks 
but fail to consider the direct and indirect temporal costs that will accumulate in the long run, 
or he or she may think that the best way to improve organizational outcomes is to be very 
harsh with subordinates and intimidate them in order to increase motivation. Research shows 
that the prevalence of destructive leadership in organizations is high. Aasland et. al. (2010) 
found prevalence rates ranging from 34 – 61% (depending on the methods of data analysis) 
when examining a representative sample of the Norwegian workforce. In the USA, a vast 
majority of 94% of compensation claims due to job pressure involved reports of abusive 
behaviors exerted by managers (Wilson, 1991). It is without controversy that destructive 
leadership behavior can have a variety of negative consequences for both an organization and 
its employees, e.g. increased absenteeism and reduced organizational effectiveness. A so far 
relatively undiscovered aspect of the problem is what factors motivate leaders to engage in 
destructive leadership behavior in the first place. Lack of empirical research in this area 
makes it difficult for organizations to prevent destructive leadership and leaves them only 
with untested attempts to counteract destructive leadership once it has already been 
established and, importantly, only once it has been recognized as the cause of problems. The 
resulting question guiding the present research will therefore be “What are the origins of 
destructive leadership?” The aim of our research is to inform organizations about possible 
causes of destructive leadership behavior and thereby provide them with tools to prevent the 
emergence of such behavioral patterns and counteract existing destructive leadership 
behavior. We will explore the possibility that when leaders feel disrespected, they will be less 
likely to engage in constructive leadership behavior and instead feel motivated to demonstrate 
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their power by engaging in destructive leadership behavior. We will thereby examine personal 
and social identity threats as possible causes of perceptions of disrespect. 
Destructive Leadership 
Einarsen et.al. (2007) distinguishes four destructive leadership styles, three of which can be 
depicted along the dimensions of subordinate- and organization-oriented behavior. Tyrannical 
leadership is characterized by a combination of pro-organization and anti-subordinate 
behavior, derailed leadership is directed against both the organization’s legitimate interests 
and the subordinates, and supportive-disloyal leadership is manifested by positive behavior 
towards subordinates in combination with behavior that harms the organization. The fourth 
type, laissez-faire, is neither directed directly against organizations nor employees but 
characterized by taking no action whatsoever, or as little as possible. However, neglecting 
one’s responsibilities as a leader through inaction harms the organization just as action 
directed against the organization’s interests does.     
 Previous research demonstrates that destructive leadership has serious consequences 
such as negative attitudes toward the leader, counterproductive work behavior, resistance 
towards the leader, reduced well-being of subordinates, increased turnover intention (Schyns 
& Schilling, 2013), absenteeism (Wilson, 1991) and poor evaluations of leaders’ effectiveness 
(Lewis, 2000). These various negative outcomes together with the high prevalence rates of 
destructive leadership make it obvious that destructive leadership is a non-negligible topic in 
today’s world of labor.          
 An important aspect of destructive leadership that yet remains to be explored is its 
origin. We therefore aim to investigate possible predictors of destructive leadership behavior. 
We particularly expect feelings of disrespect to play an important role in bringing about 
destructive leadership behavior.  
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Disrespect 
Whether people feel respected or not can be linked to their own evaluations of their status 
within a group (Tyler & Blader, 2002) or, in other words, to their idea of their “social 
reputation” (e.g. Emler & Hopkins, 1990; Emler & Reicher, 1995). The belief that one has a 
negative social reputation can make people feel disrespected.   
 Judgments of  respect have been shown to positively affect people’s self-esteem 
(Smith & Tyler, 1997; Grover, 2013; Tyler & Blader, 2002) and are assumed to affect their 
behavior (Hodson, 2001). More specifically, judgments of respect seem to positively 
influence personal self-esteem as well as collective self-esteem which has been found in self-
report studies (Tyler & Blader, 2002) and could also be demonstrated when the effect of 
respect on self-esteem was actually examined by means of two questionnaire studies (Smith & 
Tyler, 1997). Grover (2013) associates perceptions of respect with both higher explicit and 
implicit self-esteem. In sum, it is very important for people to feel respected by others because 
it enhances self-esteem and people want to feel good about themselves. Feeling disrespected, 
on the other hand, may have detrimental effects on self-esteem.    
 One question that arises regarding the context of the present study concerns what 
makes leaders feel disrespected in the first place. Social identity theory may give rise to 
underlying mechanisms involved as will be discussed in more detail in the following section. 
Moreover, it is not known what the consequences of perceived disrespect in leaders are. How 
will they react when they feel disrespected by subordinates? Previous research (Sleebos, 
Ellemers & De Gilder, 2006 (a); Sleebos, Ellemers, & De Gilder, 2006 (b)) demonstrated that, 
albeit for different reasons, systematically disrespected group members exert themselves on 
behalf of their group just as highly respected members do. This line of research suggests that 
it does not make any difference in terms of behavioral consequences whether people feel 
respected or disrespected. However, participants did not experience prolongeddisrespect (only 
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for the time of the experiment) and these results were obtained in studies among group 
members of equal status and power. Obviously, equality is not the case in a leader-
subordinate relationship. An intuitive assumption would be that leaders experience disrespect 
as especially offensive because the identity of leaders incorporates having authority and being 
highly respected. Theoretically, they could react to perceived disrespect by showing more 
promotive behavior in order to restore their reputation and gain back the respect that they are 
missing, just like disrespected group members’ did in the research mentioned above. Yet, due 
to their superior status within the organization, they have alternative strategies available. They 
can use their power to defend themselves against disrespect. For instance, they could sanction 
subordinates by whom they feel disrespected, they can easily humiliate them in front of co-
workers, deny them access to valued career opportunities and the like. Now what determines 
whether leaders are more likely to opt for such aggressive strategies or to choose to change 
their ways and behave more cooperatively towards their subordinates? Fast and Chen (2009) 
found that when individuals in high-power positions experience ego or identity threat, they 
tend to display aggression to defend their ego. Based on this finding, we would expect leaders 
to react to perceived disrespect in rather aggressive and destructive ways. Also, such 
strategies don’t require much effort, in contrast to promoting behavior. We believe that the 
incentive of saving effort by taking “the easy way out” may be another reason for leaders to 
engage in destructive leadership behavior when feeling disrespected. In sum, we expect the 
following:   
Hypothesis 1: Perceived disrespect is associated with destructive leadership behavior among 
leaders.               
Because feeling disrespected by one’s employees is the key antecedent of destructive 
leadership that we wish to examine in this study, we will focus on the destructive leadership 
styles that contain “anti-subordinate” components, namely tyrannical and derailed leadership. 
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The reasoning behind this choice is that we find it most likely that leaders will try to punish or 
get back at those who made them feel disrespected in the first place instead of redirecting 
their anger and taking it out on the organisation as a whole. 
Predictors of Disrespect 
As already indicated in the previous section, we believe that social identity theory can provide 
a basis for understanding the underlying mechanisms of the emergence of destructive 
leadership. More precisely, we hypothesize that leaders who experience personal and /or 
social identity threat will feel disrespected and, to defend their identity, eventually turn to 
destructive leadership behavior. Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) 
and its broad set of implications revolve around the core statement that people do not 
exclusively define themselves in terms of individual characteristics (such as for instance level 
of competence), i.e. their personal identity, but also base parts of their self-concept on group 
memberships (such as gender or ethnic background), that is, on social identities. When people 
are evaluated negatively and/ or treated badly due to their personal characteristics or group 
memberships, they can perceive personal or social identity threat, respectively. Identity threat 
includes both emotional and cognitive aspects (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000) and this sense of 
threat can have behavioral consequences. Recent research findings (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000; 
Fast & Chen, 2009) provide a basis for the hypothetical link between identity threat and 
destructive leadership. They indicate that leaders’ behavioral reactance to perceived disrespect 
evoked by identity threat is likely to be rather aggressive. However, this link has not yet been 
empirically examined. Aggressive strategies to counteract identity threat can be found in the 
tyrannical and the derailed destructive leadership styles identified by Einarsen et al. (2007).
 One feature of people’s personal identity is their professional competence. In the 
above mentioned research by Fast and Chen (2009), people in high-power positions 
experienced personal identity threat when they felt incompetent in their domain of power. In 
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their studies, they either directly measured power in a naturalistic workplace setting, 
experimentally manipulated power via role recall, or randomly assigned participants to a 
power condition in a role play. When combined with self-perceived (measured or 
manipulated) incompetence, high-power participants in all studies displayed heightened 
aggression which appeared to be a defense mechanism driven by ego threat. Applied to our 
present research, we would thus assume that leaders experience identity threat to which they 
react destructively when subordinates make them feel incompetent in their function as a 
manager/supervisor.   
  
Hypothesis 2a: Personal identity threat, in the form of incompetence ascribed to leaders by 
their subordinates, will make leaders feel disrespected by their employees.   
 
Combining our first two hypotheses which predict a direct effect of perceived disrespect on 
destructive leadership behavior and a direct effect of personal identity threat on perceived 
disrespect leads us to expect an indirect positive relationship between personal identity threat 
and destructive leadership, as mediated by perceived disrespect.  
 
Hypothesis 2b: Incompetence ascribed to leaders by their subordinates will make leaders feel 
disrespected by their subordinates and they will react to that perceived disrespect by means of 
destructive leadership behavior. 
 
When facing social identity threat, people have been found to make use of aggressive 
strategies in order to defend their identity (Hornsey & Hogg, 2000). The resulting 
behavior is characterized by fear, anxiety, and destructiveness (Hornsey & Hogg, 
2000). In an organizational context, common types of social identity are gender and 
ethnic background. Women are often not fully accepted and/or respected as leaders. 
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This is because leadership is commonly viewed as requiring “masculine 
characteristics” (Schein, 1973; see also: Sczesny, 2003). This finding was made and 
since replicated several times using the Schein Descriptive Index (SDI; Schein1973) 
measuring stereotypical attitudes, which led to the widely known “Think manager – 
think male” paradigm. Importantly for our present research, this male image of 
effective leaders was more pronounced in men than in women (Brenner, Tomkievicz, 
& Schein, 1989), which is why we will manipulate women’s perceived social identity 
threat as originating exclusively from males and not from other women) and found 
across various countries (e.g. Booysen & Nkomo, 2010; Duehr & Bono, 2006; 
Sczesny, 2003; Sczesny, Bosak, Neff, & Schyns, 2004). This gives rise to a perceived 
role incompatibility between the prototypical roles of women and leaders (role 
congruity theory, Eagly & Karau, 2002; Rosette & Tost, 2010; Terborg, Peters, Ilgen, 
& Smith, 1977) which appears to be quite generalizable. Members of other minority 
groups such as ethnic minorities often have to struggle with negative stereotypes about 
their group as well. Ethnic minority group members are often stereotyped as being less 
educated than the majority group which can have detrimental effects in form of self-
fullfilling prophecies, meaning that the awareness of being stereotyped combined with 
the fear of confirming negative stereotypes can reduce motivation, concentration, and 
ultimately impair academic performance (Inzlicht & Schmader, 2012; Inzlicht, 
Aronson, & Mendoza-Denton, 2009). In turn, they might be viewed as not sufficiently 
qualified for top level positions within an organization. Of course, this negative 
stereotype does not generally apply to members of ethnic minority groups and, where 
it does apply, it often has its roots in the consequences of stereotype threat and not in 
characteristics inherent to the respective group.     
 
IDENTITY THREAT, PERCEIVED DISRESPECT, AND DESTRUCTIVE LEADERSHIP  
11 
 
Hypothesis 3a: Among leaders belonging to a minority group (e.g. women), social identity 
threat is directly and positively related to perceived disrespect.  
                                                                                                                                          
Again, we also predict an indirect effect, i.e. a positive relationship between social identity 
threat and destructive leadership behavior as mediated by perceived disrespect.                  
 
Hypothesis 3b: Among leaders belonging to a minority group (e.g. women), social identity 
threat will make these leaders feel disrespected by their employees which will, in turn, lead 
them to engage in destructive leadership behavior.Conditional Effects on Destructive 
Leadership 
Our basic prediction model of the development of destructive leadership proceeds from 
personal and social identity threat over perceived disrespect to destructive leadership 
behavior. However, there is reason to assume that the process is not that simple but may be 
qualified by some additional, potentially mediating and moderating factors.   
 One such factor might be leaders’ expression of anger. A scenario study by Lewis 
(2000) examined the relationship between different types of emotions displayed by leaders 
and employees’ subsequent leader effectiveness ratings. Videos using a standardized script 
showed either a male or female actor playing an organizational leader addressing the 
employee (the participant) in a neutral, sad, or angry emotional tone. Results showed that 
anger led to lower effectiveness ratings when displayed by a female leader. Extending this 
line of research, it would be interesting to see whether this finding is caused by a connection 
between anger and destructive leadership.  Miller (2001) states that “disrespectful treatment is 
a common determinant of both anger and aggression”. Since disrespectful treatment is most 
often also perceived as such, it seems likely that perceived disrespect is an antecedent of 
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anger as well. We therefore expect that anger mediates the hypothesized relationship between 
perceived disrespect and destructive leadership behavior. 
Hypothesis 4: Feeling disrespected makes leaders angry which, in turn, makes them react in 
ways that characterize destructive leadership. 
Leader identity in itself rather than identity threat could also play a role in bringing about 
destructive leadership. Identity can be conceptualized on at least three different levels: 
collective identities based on group memberships, identities associated with dyadic 
relationships, and personal identity which stresses an individual’s uniqueness (Brewer & 
Gartner, 1996; Van Knippenberg et.al, 2004). In a survey study conducted among a sample of 
55 high-level managers, Johnson et al. (2012) found that leaders’ individual level identity was 
positively related to the average frequency of daily abusive behavior and negatively related to 
the variance of such behavior. The highest frequencies of daily abusive behavior were found 
in leaders who strongly define themselves on an individual identity level and, in addition, 
possess a weak collective identity. Based on these findings, we predict that leader identity 
moderates the relationship between perceived disrespect and destructive leadership behavior.  
Hypothesis 5a: Leaders’ individual level self-concep enhances the assumed positive effect of 
perceived disrespect on destructive leadership behavior.  
Hypothesis 5b: Leaders’ collective level self-concept “buffers”, i.e. decreases the proposed 
positive effect of perceived disrespect on destructive leadership behavior. 
 From Social Identity Theory (Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) we know that people can 
experience social identity threat when treated or evaluated negatively due to their group 
membership. When managers generally define themselves based on an individual level self-
construct rather than a collective (or relational) self-construct, it seems likely that this will to 
some extent also be reflected at work, i.e. in their contact with coworkers. Such managers will 
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probably readily be regarded as outgroup members by their subordinates and vice versa or at 
least more so than managers whose self-construal is primarily collective. In conclusion, they 
should be at a higher risk of experiencing social identity threat since they are not considered 
part of the in-group and are therefore a more likely target for any kind of criticism. We thus 
predict: 
 Hypothesis 5c: Leaders’ individual level self-concep enhances the proposed effect of social 
identity threat on perceived disrespect.  
For a similar reason, we would also expect such an effect concerning personal identity threat. 
Criticism, such as negative feedback or ascription of insufficient skills, will likely be more 
readily seen as constructive by somebody who possesses a primarily collective self-construct 
as opposed to somebody who doesn’t identify himself on a group level, for instance because 
negative feedback is not perceived as a tool to improve but as an ascription of personal 
failure.  
Hypothesis 5d: Leaders’ individual level self-concept enhances the presumably positive 
effect of personal identity threat on perceived disrespect. 
Another factor possibly contributing to our model is leader personality. Narcissism seems to 
be a particularly interesting personality trait in this context. Narcissism appears to be linked to 
power as well as to destructive behavior within organizational contexts. Narcissistic 
individuals are generally pre-occupied with dominance and power (Rijsenbilt & 
Commandeur, 2013). Not surprisingly then, narcissistic CEOs are more likely to dominate 
managerial teams that may otherwise be characterized by equal power distributions or CEO 
dominance. Narcissistic individuals have a tendency to use aggressive strategies to achieve 
high power, attention, and external self-affirmation (Rijsenbilt & Commandeur, 2013). To 
fulfill those needs, narcissistic CEOs might engage in manipulation, bold actions or even 
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financial fraud that can harm the organization but which they believe may remain undetected 
since they are overly confident in future success that can compensate for such organizational 
losses (Schrand & Zechman, 2009). By harming the organization, such actions can also harm 
its employees in the long run, for instance when wages can no longer be paid in time or not 
paid at all. Narcissistic leader personality may thus be directly linked to our outcome variable 
of destructive leadership behavior and we expect: 
Hypothesis 6: Narcissism moderates and therebyenhances the presumably positive effect of 
perceived disrespect on destructive leadership behavior.     
As already mentioned above, narcissists tend to have a strong need for external self-
affirmation (Rijsenbilt & Commandeur, 2013). Other people’s behavior towards narcissistic 
individuals that poses a threat to their personal or social identity can constitute a lack of 
confirmation or even undermine it. Narcissists might thus be possibly even more sensitive 
with regard to identity threat than other people. We therefore make the following two 
predictions:  
 Hypothesis 6a: Narcissism in leadersenhances the presumably positive effect of personal 
identity threat on perceived disrespect.  
Hypothesis 6b: Narcissism in leaders enhances the presumably positive effect of social 
identity threat on perceived disrespect. 
Finally, the relationship between perceived disrespect and destructive leadership behavior 
might be influenced by a leader’s power. Intuitively, power may appear inherent to 
leadership. However, there are various types of power and leaders may possess different 
degrees of power which renders it an interesting factor for our model and potentially qualifies 
it as a moderating variable. Different types of power are intertwined with different types of 
leadership. The latter can be distinguished on a very basic level by looking at how people 
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became a leader in the first place. A common type is assigned leadership which comes with 
the occupation of a certain position within an organization and gives a leader so-called 
position power, power related to the hierarchy of job positions within an organization 
(Northouse, 1997). The degree of a leader’s position power, in turn, depends on the 
organizational structure present in his or her work environment. In hierarchically structured 
organizations, leaders, such as top level managers, will automatically have more power than 
their subordinates. They can exert their power on them or influence them because they are 
entitled to, for instance, reward or sanction employees by means of pay increases/decreases, 
distribute special bonuses, or can make it easier or more difficult for a subordinate to get a 
promotion. In organic organizations, on the other hand, a manager’s position power is rather 
low because all employees are given an equal say and are ultimately allowed to make 
independent decisions. When leaders possess high position power, they will likely perceive 
disrespectful behavior from their subordinates as even more severe and threatening than those 
who are used to an equal power distribution among themselves and their subordinates because 
respect is part of what confirms their authority and position power.  
Hypothesis 7: High position power enhances the presumably positive effect of perceived 
disrespect on destructive leadership behavior. 
Method 
Participants and design 
Female students (n= 102) 1  from Leiden University participated and received a 
compensation of either 1 Credit or 1.50 Euro. Participants ranged in age from 18 to 33 years 
(M = 21, SD = 3.09). Data were obtained through a paper and pencil scenario study with a 2 
(personal identity threat: competence vs. incompetence) x 2 (social identity threat: females 
                                                          
1
 No full dropouts 
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valued vs. not valued) x 2 (position power: high power vs. low power) between-subjects 
factorial design. 
Procedure  
 Preliminary instructions stated that the experiment is designed to gather information 
about how different feelings, perceptions, and personality traits might affect leadership styles 
in organizational settings. When participants came to the laboratory, they were greeted and 
asked to sign an informed consent form. They were then separately taken to cubicles and 
handed the research material. Participants were asked to first complete a short questionnaire 
(the NPI-16, Ames, Rose, & Anderson, 2006) which supposedly allowed them to provide 
some information about themselves in terms of personality and leadership style, yet was used 
to measure narcissistic tendencies. In addition, they were asked about the way they generally 
define themselves. That is, they were given two subscales of the Levels of Self-Concept Scale 
(LSCS, Selenta & Lord, 2005) which measure whether somebody tends to focus on a 
collective or individual identity level in defining their self-concept. Participants in all 
conditions then read the same scenario that asked them to imagine they are a top level 
manager in a large organization. The scenario’s main message is that all of the manager’s 
direct subordinates are male because she works in a very male-dominated industrial sector and 
that employees have the opportunity to fill in an annual report to provide the organization 
with feedback regarding their direct supervisors. Subsequently, participants were told that 
they can now read the feedback their subordinates gave to them as a manager. In succession to 
the identity threat manipulations, participants’ levels of perceived disrespect were assessed, 
followed by a manipulation of their position power. In all experimental conditions, 
participants read a short explanation of the difference between hierarchically structured 
organizations in which managers possess high power over their subordinates, and organic 
organizations in which they possess comparatively little power.  In the high position power 
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condition, participants were then told that the company they work for is a hierarchically 
structured company whereas those in the low position power condition were told that the 
company they work for is an organic organization. Summing up, we manipulated (a) personal 
identity threat by providing differential feedback about ascribed professional competence, (b) 
social identity threat by providing participants with differential feedback regarding their 
acceptance as an organizational leader by their male subordinates, and (c) position power by 
informing participants that organization is either organic or hierarchically structured and that 
they as a manager thus have equal or high power compared to their employees. Participants 
were randomly assigned to one of eight conditions prior to the study. Those in the high 
personal/ high social identity threat/ high power condition (n = 12) read that (a) subordinates 
had rated them as being incompetent, (b) their subordinates think that they cannot make good 
leaders because they are women, and (c) they as the manager have more power than their 
employees. Those in the high personal/ high social identity threat/ low power condition (n = 
12) read that (a) subordinates had rated them as being incompetent, (b) their subordinates 
think that they cannot make good leaders because they are women, and (c) they as the 
manager have equal power compared to their employees. Participants in the high personal/ 
low social identity threat/ high power condition (n = 13) received feedback which led them to 
believe that (a) subordinates rated them as incompetent but (b) consider female leaders in 
general as effective as male leaders and were told that (c) they have more power than their 
employees. Participants in the high personal/ low social identity threat/ low power condition 
(n = 12) received feedback which led them to believe that (a) subordinates rated them as 
incompetent but (b) consider female leaders in general as effective as male leaders and were 
told that (c) they as a manager have equal power compared to their employees.  In the low 
personal/high social identity threat/high power condition, participants (n = 14) read that their 
subordinates (a) rated them as very competent but (b) believe that, on average, women are not 
as effective as leaders as men are, and that (c) they as the manager have more power than their 
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employees. In the low personal/high social identity threat/low power condition, participants (n 
= 13) read that their subordinates (a) rated them as very competent but (b) believe that, on 
average, women are not as effective as leaders as men are, and that (c) they as the manager 
have equal power compared to their employees.  In the low personal/low social identity threat/ 
high power condition, participants (n = 14) read that subordinates (a) rated them as very 
competent, (b) generally consider women in leadership positions as effective as men and that 
(c) they as the manager have more power than their employees. In the low personal/low social 
identity threat/ low power condition, participants (n = 12) read that subordinates (a) rated 
them as very competent, (b) generally consider women in leadership positions as effective as 
men and that (c) they as the manager have equal power compared to their employees. 
Subsequently, destructive leadership behavior was assessed. Finally, participants were 
debriefed and thanked for their participation.           
Measurement 
Independent variables          
  Ascribed incompetence (conveyed personal identity threat). Personal identity threat 
was assessed by asking participants to indicate on a Likert scale (Cronbach’s α = .95) ranging 
from 1 to 5 (1= strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) to what extent they agree with the 
following three self-developed statements: “My employees think that I am incompetent as a 
leader”, “My employees think that I am competent as a leader”(reverse scored), and “My 
employees believe that I am competent to fulfill my role as a manager”(reverse scored). 
 Rejection of female leaders (conveyed social identity threat). Participants were asked 
to indicate on a scale ranging from 1 - 5 (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) to what 
extent they agree with the following five statements (stereotype threat scale adopted from Von 
Hippel, Walsh, & Zouroudis, 2011, α = .79): “My employees feel that I have less managerial 
ability because I’m a woman”, “Some of my employees feel that I'm limited in my managerial 
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abilities because I'm a woman”, “Some of my employees feel I’m not as committed to 
management because I’m a woman”, “Sometimes I think stereotypes about women and 
managerial abilities apply to me”, and “Sometimes I worry that my behavior will cause my 
male employees to think that stereotypes about women and managerial abilities are true”. 
Dependent variables                         
 Destructive leadership behavior. This variable was assessed by means of both a scale 
and a behavioral task. Scale (adapted from Rooney & Gottlieb, 2007): We measured both 
destructive and constructive leadership behavior because we intended to examine every 
hypothesis revolving around heightened destructive leadership behavior additionally in terms 
of diminished constructive leadership behavior. Since there is no underlying continuum 
regarding many behaviors characterizing constructive and destructive leadership behavior, we 
measured them with separate sets of items. These sets represented a destructive leadership 
subscale (α = .70), and two constructive leadership subscales, namely “Enabling Job Support” 
(EJS, α = .87) and “Personal and Esteem Support” (PES, α = .88). Participants were asked to 
indicate on a scale ranging from 1 - 5 (1= almost never, 5 = always) how often they think they 
as a leader will from now on engage in the described behavior after having received their 
subordinates’ feedback. A sample item tackling destructive leadership behavior was “I will 
limit particular employees’ participation in the team, for instance during meetings”. A sample 
item of the EJS scale was “Explain the reasoning behind decisions to subordinates when they 
affect them” and a PES sample item was “Give employees positive feedback when deserved”. 
Behavioral task:  Participants were informed that they as a manager will have to lay two of 
their subordinates off because the whole company is downsizing. Four employees come into 
consideration. The manager knows about these four employees’ respective job experience and 
importance for the organization and has access to the feedback they gave her. The manager is 
asked to make two separate decisions, comparing two employees at a time. Employee 1 had 
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many years of work experience, occupies an important position and is not easily replaceable. 
In his feedback form he indicated that he considers his manager incompetent. Employee 2 had 
relatively little work experience and occupies a somewhat less important position where he 
could be easily replaced. This employee said in his feedback form that he finds his manager 
competent. If the manager decides, based on these two types of information, that employee 1 
will be laid off, this would be an indicator of destructive leadership because the manager does 
not base her decision on work-related criteria but on personal feelings, i.e. perceptions of 
personal identity threat. However, if she decides to let employee 2 go, this can be regarded as 
a reasonable professional decision. The second decision was made between two other 
employees. Employee 3 had relatively little experience and has a replaceable position within 
the company. He believes that women can be good managers, just like men. Employee 4 ha a 
lot of experience and is important for the company. He stated that he believes the manager in 
question can’t be a good manager because she is a woman. In this case, the manager’s 
decision to let employee 3 go will reflect a professional decision whereas letting employee 4 
go will reflect a decision based on feelings of social identity threat.    
 The items of the destructive leadership subscale can all be categorized as measuring 
either tyrannical or derailed leadership and our behavioral measure, the two layoff decisions, 
both measure derailed leadership. 
Mediating variables         
 Perceived disrespect. Fourteen items developed by Tyler & Blader (2002) measuring 
autonomous judgments of respect were adapted (α = .99) and reverse-scored (except for one 
originally reverse-scored item) to measure perceived disrespect in the context of the present 
study. Participants were asked to indicate on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly 
disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) to what extent they as managers agree to statements such as 
“My employees give me the feeling that I am NOT a good leader for the team” or “My 
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employees respect the work I do” (reverse scored).     
 Anger. The 10-item state-anger subscale of the State-Trait Anger Scale (STAS; 
Spielberger, 1983, as found in: Kroner & Reddon, 1992, α = .93) was used to assess how 
angry participants felt after having received feedback from their subordinates. Participants 
were asked to indicate on a 4-point Likert scale (1= not at all , 4 = very much so) to what 
extent they feel as was described in each item. A sample item is “I feel furious”. 
Moderating variables         
 Narcissism. Narcissism was measured using a short version of the Narcissistic 
Personality Inventory (NPI-16; Ames, Rose, & Anderson, 2006, α =.78). Each item presented 
two statements and the participant was asked to choose the one that best describes her. The 
“narcissistic statements” are coded 1 whereas the “non-narcissistic” statements are coded 0. 
The same coding was applied to overall scores. The 16 items were added together, resulting in 
a total score that could range from 0 to 16. A total score < 8 indicates a non-narcissistic 
overall score (0) whereas a total score ≥ 8 indicates a narcissistic overall score (1). A sample 
item is “I am more capable than other people” (narcissistic response option) versus “There is a 
lot that I can learn from other people” (non-narcissistic response option). Participants who 
only partially filled in the NPI-16 were excluded when it was impossible to determine their 
overall score. However, participants (n = 6) were included in the analysis when they did not 
answer all items but when their overall score could nevertheless be inferred from the answers 
they did provide. That is, those participants would have had the same overall score regardless 
of what they would have answered to the missing items.     
 Identity level. Leader identity levels were assessed by means of two subscales of the 
Levels of Self-Concept Scale (LSCS; Selenta & Lord, 2005). Individual identity was 
measured with the five-item Comparative Identity subscale (α = .71). A sample item of this 
subscale reads “I thrive on opportunities to demonstrate that my abilities or talents are better 
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than those of other people”. Collective identity was measured with the five-item Group 
Achievement Focus subscale (α = .63). A sample item of the last scale is “I feel great pride 
when my work team does well, even if I’m not the main reason for its success”.  
 Power.  Perceptions of power were measured by means of two subscales of the 
Interpersonal Power Inventory by Raven et.al. (1998). More specifically, the ’Reward 
Impersonal’ and ‘Coercive Impersonal’ subscales, measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = 
completely disagree, 5 = completely agree) and consisting of three items each, were adapted 
in such a way that they reflected the supervisor’s perspective (α = .8). A sample item of the 
first subscale reads “A good evaluation from me could lead to an increase in pay”. A sample 
item of the second subscale is “I could make things unpleasant for my employees.” In 
addition, participants` perception of their own general power was assessed by the Personal 
Sense of Power Scale by Anderson et.al. (2012, α = .82). It consists of eight items that are to 
be rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). A sample item is 
“I can get people to do what I want”.  
Results 
Principal component analysis & correlational analysis  
A PCA with Varimax rotation was conducted to clarify whether the scales used in our 
research material in fact all measure different constructs. The results show clear patterns for 
the factor loadings onto distinct scales and only very few overlaps for single items which 
leads us to conclude that neither the scales supposed to measure distinct variables nor 
subscales are confounded with each other.           
 Subsequently, a correlational analysis was conducted in order to find out which 
variables show significant associations with each other. Table 1 displays the correlations 
between all of our variables. As can be inferred from Table 1, the valence of all of the 
statistically significant associations that we anticipated is in accordance with our predictions. 
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Perceived disrespect, for instance, correlates highly and positively with both the personal 
identity threat manipulation (r = .80, p < .001) and the personal identity threat measure (r = 
.91, p < .001) as well as with our social identity threat measure (r = .37, p < .001). As 
expected, perceived disrespect also correlates highly and positively with anger (r = .61, p < 
.001). Narcissism, which we expect to moderate the proposed effect of disrespect on 
destructive leadership, is positively correlated with destructive leadership as measured in 
terms of behavioral intentions (r = .36, p < .001). Even though not all of our predictions are 
reflected by significant correlations, none of them is challenged by significant correlations 
with a valence opposite to what we predicted. As such, taken together we found  initial 
support for some of our predictions. In the following section, we present the analyses testing 
our hypotheses directly. We will omit the measures that did not show any relevant statistically 
significant correlations with any other variables which we predicted to be associated with 
them, namely the behavioral measure of destructive leadership behavior, i.e. both layoff 
decisions, as well as the position power manipulation itself and measured personal sense of 
power (measured interpersonal power will be included).   
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Manipulation checks 
For the manipulation checks and all of the following statistical analyses, we used a 
significance level of p = .05. All manipulation checks worked in the intended direction. 
Participants in the high social identity treat condition experienced more social identity threat 
in form of perceived rejection of female leaders (M = 3.08, SD = 0.80) than participants in the 
low social identity threat condition (M = 2.22, SD = 0.93), F (1, 99) = 25.07, p < .001, partial 
η² = .20. Participants in the high personal identity threat condition experienced higher levels 
of personal identity threat, that is, perceived more ascribed incompetence (M = 3.93, SD = 
Measure 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 
1. Social identity threat 
(manipulation) 
-             
2. Social identity threat  
(measured) 
.45** -            
3.  Personal id. threat  
(manipulation) 
-.02 .20* -           
4.  Personal id. threat 
(measured) 
.00 .32** .85** -          
5. Perceived disrespect .06 .37** .80** .91** -         
6. Anger .20 .37** .60** .57** .61** -        
7. Destructive leadership 
(behav. intentions) 
.10 .11 .07 .06 .06 .13 -       
8. Layoff due to personal id. 
threat (destr. leadership) 
.29** .18 -.12 -.06 -.04 .17 .20* -      
9. Layoff due to social id. 
threat (destr. leadership) 
.04 -.09 .08 .04 -.02 -.02 .20* .00 -     
10. Enabling job support 
(constructive leadership) 
-.08 -.18 -.11 -.16 -.24* -.20 -.22* -.04 -.04 -    
11. Personal and esteem 
support (constructive 
leadership) 
.05 -.11 -.26** -.27** -.32** -.25* -.12 .05 -.13 .67** -   
12. Collective self-concept -.14 -.05 .03 -.02 -.01 -.01 -.17 -.04 -.10 .35** .26** -  
13. Individual self-concept -.02 -.01 -.18 -.18 -.12 -.06 .18 .08 .04 -.20* -.01 -.04 - 
14. Narcissism .21* -.01 -.06 -.16 -.11 .10 .36** .14 .06 .00 -.08 .03 .31** 
15. Position power 
(interpersonal measure) 
-.24* -.26** -.20* -.21* -.20 .01 .14 .08 -.04 -.01 .10 .11 .14 
16. Position power (personal 
measure) 
-.19 -.09 -.02 .07 .06 .12 .05 -.01 .16 .10 -.03 .25* .09 
17. Position power 
(manipulation)  
-.02 -.09 -.02 -.09 -.07 .07 .00 .03 -.11 .03 .08 .20 .01 
* = p < .05, ** = p < .01 
Table 1                                                                          
Correlation coefficients 
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0.89) than participants in the low social identity threat condition (M = 1.67, SD = 0.51), F (1, 
100) = 253.45, p < .001, partial η² =  0.72. In the high position power condition, participants 
felt more powerful on an interpersonal level (M = 5.50, SD = 0.73) than in the low position 
power condition (M = 4.47, SD = 0.8), F (1, 99) = 46.21, p < .001, partial η² = .32.   
 In addition, we checked for possible effects across identity threat manipulations. The 
personal identity threat manipulation apparently had an influence on perceived social identity 
threat. Participants in the high personal identity threat condition perceived more social 
identity threat (M = 2.84, SD = 0.93) than those assigned to the low personal identity threat 
condition (M = 2.45, SD = 0.97), F (1, 99) = 4.27, p = .04, partial η² = .04. However, the 
intended effect of the personal identity threat condition on perceived personal identity threat 
was much stronger (see above). The social identity threat manipulation, on the other hand, had 
no significant effect on perceived personal identity threat.         
Direct effects   
Disrespect and destructive leadership behavior 
We expected perceived disrespect to be associated with destructive leadership behavior 
among leaders (hypothesis 1) which we tested through simple linear regression analysis. The 
data do not support this hypothesis since no statistically significant effect of disrespect on 
destructive leadership as measured by the destructive leadership subscale was found (β = .06, 
t (98) = 0.06, p = .57 = NS). No variance in destructive leadership could be explained by 
perceived disrespect (R²  .00, F (1, 98) = .33, p = .57 = NS). However, we also examined the 
effect of disrespect on constructive leadership behavior and here we did find statistically 
significant results. Specifically, the more the managers felt disrespected, the less likely they 
were to enable job support for employees (β = -.24,p = .02, R² = .06) and to display personal 
and esteem support (β = -.32, p = .00, R² = .10). In conclusion, feeling disrespected by one’s 
employees decreases the amount of constructive leadership behavior that managers display. 
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That is, managers provide their employees with less job support as well as personal and 
esteem support the more disrespected they feel by them.  
Identity threat and perceived disrespect  
We hypothesized that leaders will feel disrespected by their employees when they experience 
personal identity threat (hypothesis 2a) and social identity threat (hypothesis 3a). The data 
support hypothesis 2a in that participants in the high personal identity threat condition 
reported feeling more disrespected by their employees (M = 5.15, SD = 1.28) than participants 
in the low personal identity threat condition (M = 2.33, SD = 0.8), F (1, 99) = 178.22, p < 
.001, partial η² = .64. This means that leaders, whose subordinates view them as incompetent 
and voice this opinion, feel, on average, more disrespected than leaders whose subordinates 
regard them as competent. Hypothesis 3a could not be supported by our data when the low 
and high social identity threat conditions were compared in an ANOVA (F (1, 99) = 0.32, p = 
.57 = NS, partial η² = .00).          
 In addition, we tested for an interaction effect by using both personal and social 
identity threat as predictors for perceived disrespect. We found a statistically significant 
interaction of personal and social identity threat on perceived disrespect, F (3, 97) = 6.91, p 
=.01, partial η² = .07. Social identity threat thus does have an effect on perceived disrespect 
but only when personal identity threat is also present. Managers who are openly negatively 
stereotyped based on their female gender do feel disrespected by their employees, but only 
when they receive negative criticism regarding their professional competence as well.   
 
Indirect effects  
Identity threat, perceived disrespect, and destructive leadership behavior  
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We predicted an indirect positive relationship between personal identity threat and destructive 
leadership, as mediated by perceived disrespect (hypothesis 2b). After checking that the 
preconditions for testing mediation were fulfilled (Baron & Kenny, 1986) – as was done for 
the remaining hypotheses including mediation – we conducted a mediation analysis. Personal 
identity threat was found to have a positive effect (b = 2.83, β = 0.80, p < .001, R² = .64) on 
perceived disrespect. However, there was no statistically significant effect on destructive 
leadership, neither when personal identity threat (b = 0.07, β = 0.07, p = .52 = NS, R² = .00) 
was used as the only predictor, nor when both personal identity threat (b = 0.05, β = 0.05, p = 
.75 = NS) and perceived disrespect (b = 0.00, β = 0.02, p = .93 = NS) were used to predict 
destructive leadership behavior (R² = .00). We can conclude that hypothesis 2b is not 
supported by the data. Hypothesis 2b was additionally tested by using constructive leadership 
as outcome variable in place of destructive leadership. Constructive leadership was measured 
with the subscales “Enabling Job Support” (EJS) and “Personal and Esteem Support” (PES). 
With EJS as outcome variable, no mediation was present. Personal identity threat positively 
affected perceived disrespect (see above) but had no statistically significant effect (b = - 0.13, 
β = - 0.11, p = .28 = NS, R²  .01) when used as a single predictor for EJS. When used 
simultaneously as predictors, personal identity threat, again, had no statistically significant 
effect (b = 0.27, β = - 0.23, p = .17 = NS) on EJS whereas perceived disrespect showed a 
negative effect (b = - 0.14, β = - 0.42, p = .01) on EJS (R² = .08). When using PES as 
dependent variable, the direct effect of personal identity (b = - 0.38, β = - 0.26, p = .01, R² = 
.07) on PES became insignificant (b =.03, β =.02, p = .90 = NS) when perceived disrespect (b 
= -.14, β = -.34, p = .04) was included as an additional predictor in the analysis (R² = .10) This 
indicates full mediation and was verified by a Sobel test (Sobel’s z = -2.10, p = .04).  
 In summary, personal identity threat leads to diminished constructive leadership 
behavior via increased levels of perceived disrespect. More specifically, the more leaders feel 
threatened because their employees regard them as incompetent and, in turn, feel disrespected, 
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the less they display behaviors that enable personal and esteem support for employees. 
 We also predicted an indirect positive effect of social identity threat on destructive 
leadership behavior as mediated by perceived disrespect (hypothesis 3b). No statistically 
significant effect was found. Social identity threat did not affect perceived disrespect (b = 
0.20, β = 0.06, p = .57 = NS, R² = .00). Using social identity threat as a single predictor did 
not yield a significant result (b = 0.10, β = 0.10, p = .32 = NS, R² = .01). Regression analysis 
with both predictors did not show an effect of social identity threat (b = 0.10, β = 0.10, p = .35 
= NS) on destructive leadership either but revealed a positive effect of perceived disrespect (b 
= 0.02, β = 0.05, p = .01) on destructive leadership behavior (R² = .01). When examining 
constructive instead of destructive leadership behavior, there was also no mediation found for 
either subscale (EJS or PES). Social identity threat by itself had no effect on the proposed 
mediator perceived disrespect (see hypothesis 2b) and also no statistically significant direct 
effect (b = 0.07, β = 0.05, p = .62 = NS, R² = .00) on PES. When entering both predictors in 
the model, social identity threat, again, showed no effect (b = 0.09, β = 0.06, p = .54 = NS) on 
PES whereas perceived disrespect (b = - 0.14, β = - 0.33, p = .00) does (R² = .11).  Social 
identity threat also had no direct effect on EJS (b = - 0.09, β = - 0.08, p = .44 = NS, R² = .01) 
and when entering both predictors simultaneously, multiple regression analysis yielded a non-
significant effect of social identity threat (b = - 0.07, β = - 0.06, p = .54 = NS) and a 
significant effect of disrespect (b = - 0.08, β = - 0.24, p = .02) on EJS (R² = .06). 
Perceived disrespect, anger, and destructive leadership behavior  
A positive effect of disrespect on destructive leadership behavior via heightened anger had 
been predicted (hypothesis 4). Perceived disrespect had a positive effect on anger (b = 0.24, β 
= 0.61, t (97) = 7.56, p < .001, R² = .37). However, no mediating effect was found and 
hypothesis 4 could not be supported. Disrespect had no direct effect on destructive leadership 
behavior (see hypothesis 1). When adding both predictors to the model, neither a statistically 
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significant effect of perceived disrespect (b = - 0.01, β = - 0.02, p = .90 = NS) nor of anger (b 
= 0.11, β = 0.14, p = .27 = NS) on destructive leadership (R² = .02) could be found. When 
hypothesis 4 was additionally tested by using constructive leadership as outcome variable in 
place of destructive leadership, for both EJS and PES, no mediation occurred. Regressing EJS 
on both predictors simultaneously rendered the initially significant main effect of disrespect 
(see hypothesis 1) on EJS marginally significant (b = - 0.07, β = - 0.21, p = .09) but anger (b = 
- 0.06, β = - 0.07, p = .58 = NS) did not predict EJS (R² = .07). When using both disrespect 
and anger to predict PES, the effect of disrespect remained significant (b = - 0.11, β = - 0.27, 
p = .03) whereas anger (b = - 0.08, β = - 0.08, p = .53 = NS) did not predict PES (R² = .11). It 
can be concluded that the data do not support our hypothesis.  
Disrespect, level of self-concept, and destructive leadership  
 
We predicted the effect of perceived disrespect on destructive leadership to be moderated and 
thereby enhanced by individual level self-concept (hypothesis 5a) and diminished by 
collective level self-concept (hypothesis 5b). The two hypotheses were tested three times 
each, using either destructive leadership behavior or constructive leadership behavior (EJS or 
PES, respectively) as outcome variables. Testing hypothesis 5a with regard to destructive 
leadership behavior, a marginally significant positive interaction effect of individual level 
self-concept and perceived disrespect (b = 0.08, p = .08) could be identified. A simple slope 
test showed that at low values of the moderator variable individual level self-concept (one 
standard deviation below the mean), the simple slope of the effect of disrespect on destructive 
leadership is non-significant (b = -0.03, p = .43 = NS). At high values of individual level self-
concept (one standard deviation above the mean), the simple slope for this effect is marginally 
significant and positive (b = 0.07, p = .08). This means that when individual self-
conceptualization is low, it has no influence on the effect of disrespect on destructive 
leadership whereas it does moderate, i. e. enhance, the effect when individual self-
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conceptualization is high. Hence, individual level identity is a marginally significant 
moderator of the effect of perceived disrespect on destructive leadership behavior in our 
sample and it remains to be seen whether future research can identify a clearly statistically 
significant effect and validate our finding. No significant effect was found regarding the 
proposed relationship between perceived disrespect, individual level identity, and both EJS (b 
= 0.03, p = .60 = NS) and PES (b = 0.08, p = .18 = NS), respectively.    
 In conclusion, destructive leadership behavior due to feeling disrespected by 
employees becomes more pronounced in managers who define themselves in strongly 
individualistic terms.         
 Testing hypothesis 5b with destructive leadership as outcome variable, a negative 
interaction effect between collective level self-concept and perceived disrespect (b = - 0.12, p 
= .02) was found. Simple slope tests reveal that low levels of a collective level self-concept 
enhance (b = 0.07, p = .05) whereas the slope for the effect of disrespect on destructive 
leadership was not statistically significant (b = - 0.06, p = .16).  Thus, hypothesis 5b was 
supported in that collective level identity did show a moderating decreasing effect on the 
relationship between perceived disrespect and destructive leadership behavior. When testing 
for the same effect with constructive leadership behavior as outcome, no moderating effect 
could be detected (interaction EJS: b = 0.03 p = 0.53 =NS; interaction PES: b = 0.04, p = .56 
= NS).           
 Summing up, managers’ heightened display of destructive leadership behavior is 
buffered, i.e. becomes less pronounced, when those managers define their own identity in 
collectivistic terms.    
 
Identity threat, individual level self-concept, and perceived disrespect 
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We expected to find an enhancing moderating effect of individual level self-construct on the 
relationship between social identity threat and perceived disrespect (hypothesis 5c). 
Moderation analysis yielded no significant results (interaction between social identity threat 
and individual self-concept: b = 0.38, p = .48 = NS). Likewise, the effect of personal identity 
threat on perceived disrespect was expected to be moderated, i.e. further enhanced, by 
individual level self-construct (hypothesis 5d). Again, no significant moderating effect was 
found. However, the interaction between personal identity threat and individual level self-
concept (b = 0.49, p = .13 = NS) can be interpreted as indicating a trend towards significance.  
Disrespect, narcissism, and destructive leadership behavior                   
Narcissistic leader personality was hypothesized to moderate and thereby enhance the 
relationship between perceived disrespect and destructive leadership behavior (hypothesis 6). 
The data support this prediction. Narcissism has an enhancing moderating effect – as 
indicated by the positive interaction between narcissism and disrespect (b = 0.23, p < .001) – 
on the relationship between perceived disrespect and destructive leadership behavior. Mixed 
results were obtained when examining the same hypothesis with constructive leadership 
behavior as outcome variables. Narcissism seems to moderate and thereby weaken the 
negative effect of perceived disrespect (b = - 0.09, p = .00) on EJS, as can be inferred from a 
marginally significant negative interaction between narcissism and perceived disrespect (b = - 
0.14, p = .08), but has no significant moderating effect (b = - 0.02, p = .81 = NS) on the 
relationship between disrespect and PES.       
 Displays of destructive leadership behavior due to feeling disrespected by their 
employees are enhanced in leaders who show narcissistic tendencies. Moreover, narcissistic 
traits seem to enhance managers’ offering of job-related support for employees who 
disrespect them.  
Identity threat, narcissism, and perceived disrespect 
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Narcissism was hypothesized to moderate and thereby enhance the relationships between 
personal identity threat and perceived disrespect (hypothesis 6a) and between social identity 
threat and perceived disrespect (hypothesis 6b). Hypothesis 6a could not be supported by the 
data; no significant moderating effect was found as can be inferred from the non-significant 
interaction term (b = -0.68, p = .21 = NS) between narcissism and personal identity threat. 
However, there is a trend towards significance for the moderating effect of narcissism on the 
effect of social identity threat on perceived disrespect. (b = 1.49, p = .12) which points 
towards significance.  Thus, hypothesis 6b could not be fully supported but it is possible that a 
significant result might be obtained when this prediction is retested with a larger sample size.
 This finding suggests that managers who are negatively judged purely based on their 
female gender will feel disrespected and will do so to an even higher extent if they show 
narcissistic tendencies. 
Perceived disrespect, position power, and destructive leadership 
Finally, we predicted that high position power will enhance the relationship between 
perceived disrespect and destructive leadership (hypothesis 7). No statistically significant 
effect of measured interpersonal power perceptions was found which can be seen in the 
results of the interaction term between power and disrespect (b = 0.03, p = .51 = NS) which 
does not affect destructive leadership. Testing for a moderating effect on the relationship 
between perceived disrespect and constructive leadership, i.e. on EJS (b = 0.02, p = .59 = NS) 
and on PES (b = -0.05, p = .32 = NS) did not yield any statistically significant effects either. 
Measured identity threat                
All hypotheses that include social or personal identity threat as predictors were additionally 
tested by using the respective measured variable instead of the high/low manipulations. 
With some exceptions, these analyses yield results similar to the ones obtained with the 
manipulations as predictors. Below, all results are listed that are either statistically significant 
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and/or contradict results obtained by using the manipulations (significant or insignificant).
 Hypotheses 2a had been supported by the first analysis and, again, in the additional 
analysis, perceived social identity threat is directly and positively associated with perceived 
disrespect (t = 22.19, p < .001).        
 Hypothesis 2b with EJS as outcome variable was not supported with the first analysis 
whereas the analysis using measured identity threat shows a trend towards significance. The 
direct effect (trend towards significance) of personal identity threat (b = -0.07, β = -0.16, p = 
.11, R² = .03) on EJS became even more insignificant (b = 0.16, β = 0.36, p = .14) when 
perceived disrespect (b = -2, β = -0.57 p = .02) was included as a predictor (R² = .08). Using 
PES as outcome variable does not yield a statistically significant effect at α = 0.05 as before 
but the result points into the same direction; a marginally significant mediation effect was 
found. The direct effect of personal identity threat (b = -0.15, β = -0.27, p = .01, R² = .08) on 
PES became insignificant (b = 0.08, β = 0.14, p = .54 = NS) when perceived disrespect (b = -
0.19, β = -0.45, p = .06) was added as an additional predictor to the model (R² = .11). The 
Sobel test for this mediation was significant (Sobel’s z = -1.92, p = .05).   
 When testing hypothesis 3a, an interesting finding was obtained. Hypothesis 3a could 
not be supported by our data when the low and high social identity threat conditions were 
compared in an ANOVA. However, when regressed on measured social identity threat, a 
positive and highly statistically significant relation between social identity threat and 
perceived disrespect (b= 0.67, β  0.37, p < .001) was found.        
 As with the conditions as predictors, none of the analyses for hypothesis 3b using 
measured predictors (with either destructive leadership or the constructive leadership 
subscales EJS or PES as outcome variables) yielded statistically significant results. 
 Hypothesis 6b is partially supported. That is, just like with the manipulations as 
predictors, the analysis using measured social identity threat as predictor revealed a trend 
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towards significance. There seems to be a trend for narcissism to enhance (b = 0.67, p = .12) 
the positive effect of social identity threat on perceived disrespect.  
Discussion  
In the present study we found that personal identity threat as well as personal and social 
identity threat taken together increased leaders’ perceptions of being disrespected by their 
employees. Personal identity threat led to fewer displays of constructive leadership behavior, 
as mediated by increased perceptions of disrespect. The relationship between perceived 
disrespect and destructive leadership behavior was moderated and thereby decreased by 
leaders’ collective level of self-concept, and enhanced by both leaders’ individual level of 
self-concept and by narcissistic tendencies, respectively. The negative effect of perceived 
disrespect on leaders’ enabling of job support for employees was weakened by the moderating 
effect of narcissism. Furthermore, our analysis revealed a trend towards significance: 
Narcissism appears to moderate and thereby enhance the effect of social identity threat on 
leaders’ perceptions of disrespect. These findings offer several important contributions.  
Theoretical contributions 
The present research also has added value which goes beyond the results discussed 
above.  Our study namely contributes to the research on destructive leadership in that it 
examines possible antecedents of destructive leadership whereas the majority of the available 
literature focused on consequences of destructive leadership. We made a first attempt to find 
out what brings about destructive leadership in the first place. We consider the examination of 
antecedents an essential part of leadership research as a whole because it is the only way to 
find out how to prevent destructive leadership before it occurs. In addition, knowledge of 
antecedents could potentially help to develop interventions for situations in which destructive 
leadership already constitutes a problem.       
 Secondly, the present study specifically looked at the influence of perceived disrespect 
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on the behavior of leaders directed towards their work group. It thereby contributes to 
previous research which investigated how (dis)respect changes workers’ efforts on behalf of 
their workgroup (Sleebos et al., 2006 b). Sleebos etal. (2006 b) found that less respect led 
people to exert more effort on behalf of the group, i.e. to an increase in constructive 
behaviors. Unlike in their research, albeit including workers occupying different positions, 
our approach is new in the respect that we investigated how people in leadership positions 
behave towards the group, depending on perceived disrespect. Employees in their sample had 
different job tasks but nevertheless equal status whereas we looked at people of superior 
status who could exert power over the rest of the group. We believe it was important to 
investigate whether (dis)respect has a different effect on people with position power because 
they, in contrast to equals, have an additional tool to regain respect (apart from constructive 
behaviors) to may be tempted to use (or abuse) their power to do so, for instance because it is 
less effortful.          
 Finally, the previous research combines leadership and disrespect. Not only did 
previous research generally focus more on the concept of respect than that of disrespect (e.g. 
Boezeman & Ellemers, 2014) but also did it look more at perceived respect stemming from a 
leader (Van Quaquebeke & Eckloff, 2010; Van Quaquebeke, Zenker, & Eckloff, 2009; 
Boezeman & Ellemers, 2014) and did not examine extensively how disrespect directed 
towards leaders might affect leadership styles. We find it important to consider this extension 
of previous research because respect and disrespect are constructs that are intertwined with 
perceptions of authority which make up a crucial part of acceptance of leaders by 
subordinates. Therefore, to us, disrespect seems like a factor that should not be neglected in 
leadership research. 
 
Practical contributions  
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The present study shows that personal identity threat in form of rejection of female leaders 
leads to heightened perceptions of disrespect which, in turn, make leaders engage in less 
personal and esteem support for their employees and enable less job support. Hence, 
employees who already disrespect leaders because of their gender will receive less support 
from them and might in turn come to regard them as not supportive enough in addition to 
being not suited for the position in general. Lack of support could further threaten the leader-
employee relationship. Leaders and employees might or might not be aware of mutually 
causing the relationship to suffer. In either case, suitable interventions are needed for 
situations in which leaders are/feel disrespected based on their personal identity. 
Organizations should encourage open discussions and constructive criticism. Regular 
feedback by both managers and employees that is presented publically might have the 
potential to shift employees’ focus to objective criticism and aspects that are actually task-
related and relevant as opposed to mere group membership like gender. Team building 
exercises and possibly even non-work related activities to get to know each other better could 
reduce in-group bias and hereby improve relations between managers and employees. 
Moreover, managers should set a good example and treat employees respectfully at all times 
and judge their work based on job-relevant aspects only. If they do not, it seems plausible that 
employees will not adhere to these norms either. However, it has been shown that employees 
care mainly about the way they are being treated themselves and substantially less about 
whether their supervisor is somebody they can respect (Van Quaquebeke, 2009). Hence, 
interventions should mainly target employees and aim at increasing their sense for the 
importance of mutual respect in a leader-subordinate relationship.                        
 We also found an interaction effect of social and personal identity threat but no main 
effect of social identity threat on disrespect. This means that participants felt disrespected in 
their role as a manager due to being criticized on the basis of their gender but only when they 
were at the same time exposed to criticism directed at lack of competence. Not surprisingly, it 
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is thus important to prevent the expression, and ideally the upcoming, of negative stereotypes 
about women in high-level positions in order to provide a positive work environment in which 
women do not feel disrespected due to their gender or less valued than men. Several measures 
can be undertaken to create such a work environment, for instance, stressing organizational 
norms and values regarding equality and adequate interpersonal behavior at the workplace, 
and encouraging workers to report when they experience disrespectful treatment by a 
colleague based on non-work related factors such as gender. Many organisations try to 
support women by introducing a quota which determines a fixed percentage of women to be 
hired. However, this tool, meant to increase women’s chances to make it to top level 
positions, can foster negative stereotypes about women. They can be seen as “tokens” and 
colleagues can come to believe that certain female employees might not have been hired 
purely based on skills if there had been no quota (Von Bergen, Soper & Foster, 2002). Thus, 
such organisational policies should rather be avoided when an organisation attempts to create 
a positive work environment in which female employees feel as valued and respected as their 
male colleagues.         
 Levels of self-concept were found to influence the extent to which feelings of being 
disrespected increase leaders’ likelihood to engage in destructive leadership behavior. 
Specifically, a collective self-concept appears to buffer the negative behavioral consequences 
of feeling disrespected whereas an individual self-concept further amplifies them. Since 
people do not exclusively define themselves on one of these trait-like levels of self-concepts 
but also vary in their state-like self-concepts depending on the situational context  (Lord & 
Brown, 2004; Markus & Wurf, 1987), the influence of their identity levels on destructive 
leadership behavior likely depends on the valence of the individual person’s different levels of 
identity and their salience in the work setting. The former seems, like any trait-like 
characteristic, difficult to change. What can be addressed is the acknowledgment and salience 
of a collective self-concept, for instance by repeatedly stressing the belongingness to the 
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group (a work team or the organization as a whole) and the importance of teamwork to 
achieve the best outcomes for the organization and for a friendly work climate.   
 Managers who experience social identity threat due to negative gender-related 
stereotypes were found to feel disrespected by their employees and even more so when the 
managers in question show narcissistic tendencies. On the one hand, organizations should of 
course aim at fostering mutual respect among managers/superiors and employees as much as 
possible. On the other hand, it can never be guaranteed that employees (or both parties, for 
that matter) behave according to such behavioral norms at all times. Therefore, superiors 
should be able to handle disrespectful behavior directed towards themselves in a professional 
way. In order to do so, they should make sure not to take disrespectful behavior too 
personally, i.e. “take it to heart”. Our above mentioned finding hence has an important 
practical implication since exactly this counterproductive process seems to be enhanced in 
superiors with narcissistic tendencies. A possible intervention would be to screen candidates 
for management positions by means of assessment centers to avoid filling these positions with 
individuals who show strong narcissistic tendencies.      
 When leaders felt disrespected, they became less likely to provide job support for 
employees, however, the effect was weakened by the moderating effect of narcissism. This is 
opposite to what we expected, namely that narcissism would enhance the effect and thereby 
lead managers to display even fewer constructive leadership behaviors. We can not offer a 
plausible explanation for this finding since it would mean that, at least in this particular 
context, narcissism makes people more caring about and helpful towards others which 
contradicts the basic conceptualization of narcissism. Nevertheless we can not exclude the 
possibility of such an effect ocurring under specific circumstances. Therefore, we can only 
leave it up to future research to find out whether our obtained result was a chance finding or 
actually points to an exceptional effect of narcissistic tendencies.   Managers’ 
display of destructive leadership behavior due to feeling disrespected by their employees was 
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increased in cases where leaders show narcissistic tendencies. Once again, in this context a 
useful intervention to prevent the risk of destructive leadership seems to screen applicants for 
management positions for narcissistic personality traits.  
Limitations and future research 
Three limitations of the present research concern its external validity. Reportedly, it was 
difficult for some students to imagine being a manager, especially for students from fields of 
study that are not related to any aspects of management at all. It is not clear for how many of 
the participants this was the case, i.e. whether these reports can be generalized to the sample 
at hand, but it is possible that those difficulties affected some responses in a way that renders 
them different from answers we would have obtained if they had had no problems with 
imagining the given scenario. However, roughly half of the participants (53%) indicated that 
they currently pursue a side job next to their studies. Thus it can be assumed that, due to their 
work experience, these participants do have an understanding of manager-employee 
relationships and can put themselves in the shoes of a manager. Moreover, we did not ask for 
past job experience. We expect that the same holds for students who worked in the past and 
that even most of those with no work experience should have at least a basic idea of how they 
would feel as a manager in the described scenario. Second, since we used a student population 
instead of actual managers, it is unclear to what extent our results can be generalized to the 
real world, apart from or in addition to the above mentioned possible limitation. There could 
be other possible confounds that systematically render students’ answers and behavior 
different from those of actual managers. Third, the ecological validity of the study might be 
somewhat limited. For instance, being explicitly asked about one’s intention to engage in 
specific constructive and destructive leadership behavior in the future makes positive and, 
more importantly, negative connotations relatively salient. In a real life situation, managers 
might possibly reflect less on those than participants did and act more spontaneously, 
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therefore displaying more destructive behaviors than our participants. On the other hand, it 
could also be the case that participants ‘acted’ more destructively than managers in an actual 
work setting would because the former (a) consider behavioral intentions for the future rather 
than past or present actual behavior (as measured by the adapted scale of Rooney & Gottlieb, 
2007) and (b) are told in the behavioral task that their decision to fire two employees is made 
anonymously. In a real life work setting, the respective employees are likely to know who 
makes such decisions which may result in different outcomes than in the present study. 
 Another possible limitation results from our adaptation of Rooney and Gottlieb‘s 
(2007) measure of supportive and unsupportive managerial behavior. Their scale consists of 
three subscales, two of which measure types of supportive managerial behavior and one of 
them measuring unsupportive managerial behavior. Whereas all items are mixed in the 
original scale, we rearranged them in three blocks according to the subscales. The reasoning 
behind this rearrangement was that PCA might have possibly shown only one general 
‘leadership’ factor if we had not used blocks (e.g. due to participants’ fatigue/ inattentive 
reading towards the end of the experiment) which would have resulted in more general 
answers that do not discriminate well between the different leadership subscales. Maybe it 
became too obvious for participants which answers are socially (un)desirable due to grouping 
all supportive/constructive behaviors together, followed by all unsupportive/destructive 
behaviors grouped together. Therefore it is possible that effects on destructive leadership 
could become significant if the study was replicated using the original scale and that 
participants will engage in more destructive behavior than they did in the present study.
 Morever, the results we obtained are of course specific to the measurement scales that 
we chose to use in the present study. While this is not n avoidable limitation, it would 
nevertheless be intersting to see whether our findings can be replicated or extended by future 
research that uses different scales. An alternative measurement instrument for assessing our 
outcome variable destuctive leadership, for instance, would be the scale developed by Shaw, 
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Erickson, and Harvey (2011) which tests for seven different types of destructive leadership.
 Finally, we only measured two types of destructive leadership behavior in the present 
study, namely the so-called tyrannical leadership style (as measured by the scale adapted from 
Rooney & Gottlieb, 2007) and the derailed leadership style (as measured by the behavioral 
task of deciding which employees to lay off). Future research should also investigate 
antecedents for the supportive-disloyal and laissez-faire leadership styles.  
 To overcome limitations concerning external validity, future research could use actual 
leaders instead of a student sample, e.g. organizational managers, as participants. The 
question then arises how to solve the problem of potential deception regarding measures of 
destructive leadership. Real managers obviously have more reason to deceive if, in fact, they 
display(ed) destructive leadership behavior or intend to do so because it could harm their 
career to admit it. Even despite being informed about confidentiality of information provided 
for research, they might fear to reveal information that could work to their disadvantage if it 
became known. One possibility to bypass this problem could be to ask employees about the 
frequency and nature of destructive leadership behavior displayed by their managers and ask 
managers themselves only about perceived identity threat, perceived disrespect, and other 
variables of interest. If this line of research was to be replicated in a naturalistic organizational 
setting with feedback being measured rather than manipulated, attention needs to be paid to 
the types of managers’ competencies that are addressed in feedback forms. Subordinates and 
supervisors have different perspectives on which managerial competencies are important for 
managers’ effectiveness and the managerial competencies differ in predictive validity 
regarding managerial versus organizational effectiveness (Semeijn, Van der Heijden, & Van 
der Lee, 2014). Hence, it seems possible that managers might for instance experience personal 
identity threat based on negative feedback that is not even relevant for effective management, 
or, vice versa, not feel threatened in their personal identity because they might discard certain 
important criticism as not relevant. Organizations should aim at making transparent to both 
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managers and employees what they consider crucial for managerial effectiveness so that a 
consensus can be reached which could ultimately lead to less personal identity threat and 
feelings of being disrespected at the workplace.     
 Moreover, managers should be informed about the fact that team and organizational 
failures are commonly attributed to leaders regardless of their contribution to such negative 
outcomes (Kollée, Giessner, & Van Knippenberg, 2013; Meindl, 1990, as found in: Chemers, 
2000). This tendency is part of a phenomenon which Meindl (1990) coined the “romance of 
leadership” concept. Meindl (1990) demonstrated in a series of experiments that “any 
remarkable group or organizational outcome, whether highly positive or highly negative, is 
likely to be attributed to leadership effects, while other reasonable causes are largely ignored” 
(Chemers, 2000). In these situations, Kollée et.al (2013) found leaders to receive worse 
feedback from their employees than they normally would and even more so when 
subordinates were in a bad mood. Informing managers and employees about this tendency 
could potentially help decrease biases and, in turn, perceptions of disrespect.  
 Additional social identity threat manipulations, next to rejection of female leaders, 
could be examined in future research to find out more about the link between social identity 
threat and perceived disrespect. Examples of social identity threat manipulations in the 
context of leadership research could be rejection of leaders due to ethnic minority 
membership, old age (too much routine, not enough IT knowledge etc.), or very young age 
(graduates often have no or insufficient relevant job experience).     
 Future research could also further investigate the role of narcissism. In the present 
study, we examined the influence of narcissism on (a) the relationship between identity threat 
and perceived disrespect as well as on (b) the relationship between perceived disrespect and 
destructive leadership behavior. We found that narcissistic tendencies (a) enhanced the 
positive effect of social identity threat on perceived disrespect and (b) enhanced the negative 
effect of disrespect on destructive leadership as well as weakened the negative effect of 
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disrespect on the enabling of job support. Narcissism may possibly already act upon 
destructive leadership at an earlier stage of our proposed model. In a questionnaire study 
among 68 cases, each consisting of one leader and at least two of his/her subordinates, 
Hoffman et.al. (2013) measured leader narcissism, ethical context, ethical leadership, and 
leadership effectiveness. They found that, in organizations with a highly ethical climate, 
narcissistic leaders are perceived as unethical and ineffective. For our research, this may 
imply that narcissistic leaders are at high risk of experiencing personal identity threat because 
subordinates are likely to doubt their competence as a leader.     
 The present study suggests that, contrary to what we expected, leaders’ position power 
does not influence the amount of destructive or constructive leadership behaviours displayed 
by disrespected leaders. Previous research by Georgesen and Harris (2006) has shown that 
stability of a leader’s power is a crucial factor in determining how power influences their 
behavior towards subordinates. More specifically, people whose high power positions are 
unstable tend to behave in more destructive ways than people whose high power position is 
secure. This effect was even more pronounced when bosses in a powerful yet unstable 
position perceived their subordinates as very competent. It is not clear whether participants in 
our study who were in the high power condition assumed that this position was inherently 
stable or unstable. Future research could incorporate stability as an additional factor to 
replicate Georgesen & Harris’(2006) findings and to find out whether power does lead to 
destructive leadership in the context of our proposed model when stability of the powerful 
position is accounted for. The only information from which participants in our study might 
have inferred competence levels of their subordinates is the duration for which the four 
employees presented in the behavioral task have worked for the company. However, a more 
explicit actual manipulation of perceived competence could be interesting for further 
investigations.  
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